We also compare this methodology with current evaluation practice. Third, we describe the results of two case examples of this proposed evaluation methodology. Finally, we discuss the implications of our results and make suggestions for future directions.
Categories of Program Impact
The rationale for expanding the basis of program evaluation is based on a model comprised of four broad categories of program impact. Under this model, the current basis of program evaluation (selected pre-defined objectives) forms part of a wider category titled "Positive Expected Impacts" as illustrated in Figure 1 . The existence of additional categories of program impacts is represented in Figure 2 . The implication of both figures is that there is much more to explore (in fact, whole categories of impacts) that currently is not well-addressed by program evaluation. Examples for each of these categories are given below:
Expected Positive Impacts-The expected positive impacts include the major objectives of the intervention (the basis of current evaluation practice), and other positive effects that may be anticipated, but are not the main purpose of the program. Common examples include: (1) economic benefits from employing local workers; (2) the entertainment value of health education programs; and (3) an enhanced sense of security (real or imagined) that the presence of outside organizations can provide among displaced populations or other populations under threat.
Expected Negative Impacts-Expected negative impacts usually are described as "tradeoffs" or opportunity costs that are known to the community and/or program staff but are considered acceptable given the anticipated benefits. A common type of expected negative impact is the opportunity cost incurred by program beneficiaries as a result of their participation in the program interventions. 15, 16 For example, the time a family must spend participating in a child health program might have been spent earning wages or accumulating other benefits. Similarly, a family may have to pay for transport, meals, and healthcare visits to bring their child for vaccinations or treatment. These types of opportunity costs rarely are considered during program impact assessments. 17 Unexpected Impacts (both positive and negative)-Programs have unexpected positive and negative impacts that, by definition, are unknown at the time the program or intervention is developed and implemented. 5, 18 Yet, these unexpected impacts may be important and may be among the program's more durable effects on the lives of recipients and the wider community. For example, humanitarian assistance unexpectedly can create or aggravate religious, ethnic, or racial divisions within or between communities. 19 Increased supplies of money, resources, and even political attention, when combined with competing interests, can lead to substantial changes in the relative power of groups in a community. 20 become a marker to both rebel and government forces that a village had received assistance, resulting in raids by the soldiers. Despite initial enthusiasm for the metal sheeting, it no longer was wanted or used and was discarded. In an Afghan refugee program, another author (SM) observed a medical agency initiating a health education project that included distributing soap to women. In their assessment of health risks, the agency had determined that lack of soap was a key risk factor in an outbreak of impetigo among children. The local population viewed this distribution as encouraging the women to have sexual intercourse, resulting in camp leadership shutting down the agency clinics and boycotting other agency services.
There is an ethical obligation for those who implement aid programs to do all that they can to ensure that these programs do more good than harm, and to constantly strive to maximize benefit. This requires identifying and evaluating as many of the program's major impacts as possible, both positive and negative. This cannot be achieved with the current practice of assessing changes in a small number of pre-defined objectives. Shortcomings of the current evaluation practice include the following problems:
1. Bias toward finding positive impacts-Program objectives usually only refer to the positive impacts of the program. If these are the only impacts that are assessed, this constitutes a bias towards positive findings, since the worst that such a program evaluation could find is a zero impact.
Inability to explore the basic question of whether a pro-
gram has done more good than harm-This is a direct result of Problem 1, and of the fact that programs can achieve their objectives and still have an overall negative effect if the negative impacts outweigh the positive gains. Therefore, while program evaluations should continue to explore the achievement of predetermined objectives, evaluators and researchers also should identify and measure as many positive and negative impacts of the program as they can. Otherwise, we cannot be confident that a program has done more good than harm.
Limited information on which to make program
improvements-Program evaluations that only explore (and demonstrate) success with regard to their predetermined objectives provide little information on how the project can improve in the future. Yet all programs, no matter how successful, should aim to improve continuously, 1, 5, 6 and program evaluations should be designed to provide as much data as possible in order to inform these improvements. This involves not only how to maximize positive impacts but also how to minimize negative impacts, therefore requiring that both types of impact are evaluated. In this paper, we propose a methodology for humanitarian assistance program evaluation that expands the scope of current practice to examine both positive and negative types of impacts. First, we describe four broad categories of positive and negative impacts and give examples of each. Second, we describe the proposed evaluation methodology and how it can assist in exploring these impact categories. Negative Expected Impacts
Positive Unexpected Impacts Negative Unexpected Impacts
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The most commonly used approach to impact evaluation is to use identical quantitative instruments (such as questionnaires) to conduct pre-and post-intervention assessments. The quantitative instruments reflect the pre-defined program objectives. The changes in the measures pre-and post-intervention are used to assess program impact. These methods, although not the subject of this paper, are welldescribed elsewhere. 14 Rather than replace this approach, the authors propose an additional step with the purposes of identifying and assessing unexpected impacts and of identifying which expected impacts are likely to be significant. In designing this approach, there were two considerations. First, the approach should focus on delineating important unexpected and expected impacts (both positive and negative) from the viewpoint of those who receive the program. Prioritizing the local perspective likely will result in improvements that matter to the target populations, thereby enhancing how highly programs are valued and accepted by those they seek to serve. Second, the approach would be implemented after the intervention. Because of the large number of possible impacts and the likelihood that only a few actually will occur, an approach was selected that does not attempt to predict impacts but rather to identify those that actually have occurred.
This approach is adapted from a mixed qualitative and quantitative assessment methodology previously developed and used for needs assessments and program planning. [21] [22] [23] That methodology uses qualitative methods to develop locally appropriate instruments for use during the postacute disaster period, or to adapt existing questionnaires to better match local needs. 10, 24, 25 Along the same lines, we have added a qualitative data collection method-free listing to the normal pre-and post-intervention quantitative assessment. Free listing is used to characterize unexpected and expected program impacts. Questions on these impacts are then added to the post-intervention quantitative assessment questionnaire used to reassess program participants (Figure 3) .
Description of Proposed Evaluation Methodology
1. Pre-Intervention Quantitative Assessment-The proposed evaluation methodology begins with a preintervention, quantitative assessment that provides baseline measurements relevant to pre-defined program objectives. Types of quantitative assessments could include household surveys, surveillance, or vital registration systems. The quantitative instruments usually are standardized questionnaires.
Post-Intervention Qualitative Free Listing Interviews-
After a program intervention has been completedor in the case of ongoing programs, after sufficient time has elapsed for program impacts to have occurred-a convenience sample of about 20 program participants and other affected persons (such as family members) are interviewed using a free-listing qualitative interviewing method. As with other qualitative methods, interviewers rely on open-ended questions, are careful not to lead the respondent, probe the respondent for as much information as they can provide, and record all responses verbatim. This approach encourages respondents to say any and all ideas that occur to them during interview. The purpose of these interviews is to identify as many impacts as possible in all four impact categories. This approach is suited particularly to identifying impacts that are unexpected to the researchers. The free-list interview begins with the following primary question: "What are all the changes that have occurred in this community since the intervention/program began?" This question is designed to elicit responses in the form of a list. Participants are queried for as many responses as possible and are asked for a short description of each response. Both the responses and the short descriptions are recorded verbatim on a standard form. If the term, "since the intervention/program began," is difficult to translate, the starting date of this program may be linked to a more salient event, such as the arrival of certain staff, a well-known event or holiday, or some other clearly demarcated point-in-time.
Once the first free-list is completed, interviewers immediately conduct a second free list with the same respondent as part of the same interview. The primary question for the second free list is: "What are all the changes that are the result of the intervention/program?" While the second free list question is more directly to the point, the interview always begins with the first free list question. This makes it possible to identify possible effects of program interventions that may not be recognized as such by the participants (but would be recognized as effects by the program implementers or others). Analysis consists of combining the results of each primary question into a composite list consisting of all of the responses and the number of interviewees who gave each response. The lists rank each response from highest to lowest frequency. Items that are mentioned frequently and that the evaluators consider to be important and related to the intervention (on the basis of the descriptions) are considered to be potentially significant program impacts. These items are selected for further investigation in the next stage-the postintervention quantitative assessment.
The resources required to perform the free-listing interviews include the following: (1) 5-10 interviewers; (2) two days of training; (3) 2-4 days to conduct interviews; and (4) 1-2 days for analysis. The main requirements for interviewers are the ability to speak, read, and write in the local language. While prior interviewing experience is helpful, it is not a critical requirement. 3. Post-Intervention Quantitative Assessment-As usual, the pre-defined objectives are evaluated by repeating the pre-intervention quantitative assessment after the intervention has been completed and comparing the results. In this proposed expanded evaluation approach, the items identified in the free list interviews as potentially significant expected and unexpected impacts are formulated into questions. These questions can be added to the original quantitative assessment instrument used in the pre-intervention assessment. These new questions state the nature of the impacts identified from the free lists and use a Likert scale to assess the level of agreement (or disagreement) as to whether this impact occurred and was important. Analysis of the additional questions consists of measuring the prevalence and level of agreement as to whether each impact actually occurred. In this way, the impacts identified by a convenience sample of program participants during the qualitative study are quantified among a sample of program participants even though there are no preintervention results for comparison.
Case Examples
Some examples that illustrate the dramatic ways that humanitarian programs can have unexpected effects were introduced above. In both cases, due to their extreme nature, these effects quickly became apparent. However, unexpected effects are not always so easily identified in the absence of a formal assessment. This is illustrated by two case examples that use the proposed evaluation methodology.
Case Example 1-Kenya (Refugees)
The proposed evaluation methodology was first used in a post-disaster setting to explore expected and unexpected impacts of a program that showed films to refugees in a large refugee camp in northern Kenya. The objectives of the program were to increase knowledge and improve behavior with respect to human immunodeficiency virus (HIV) transmission, reduction of violence and conflict, and promotion of human rights issues (particularly the rights of women). The program had preceded the beginning of the evaluation, so there was no pre-intervention quantitative assessment. Instead, program evaluation began with a qualitative study to identify changes that program participants believed had occurred over the course of the program implementation. These changes were added to a draft instrument based on the program objectives, which was then used in a household survey of the camp. Several unexpected and expected impacts were identified in the qualitative study and confirmed by significant numbers of respondents in the quantitative survey. The perceived unexpected negative impacts included (particularly during the evening film screenings) increased indiscriminate sexual behavior, sexual molestation, violence, and theft (thieves were said to loot the houses of those attending the films). There also was a perception that walking to and from the films was not safe. The desire of wives and children to attend the films was described as a source of conflict in the family because of these negative perceptions on the part of some husbands and parents, as well as safety concerns. Due to these problems and other related concerns, a significant proportion of the respondents felt that the program implementers were not respectful of local cultures and religions. Important unexpected positive effects also were identified. Specifically, many informants emphasized that the films helped them forget their problems, even if only for a short time, and that this was highly valued.
Results from the survey suggested that the original educational objectives of the program were being met. In current evaluation practice, this would have been the main message from the evaluation, and therefore, little new impact information would have been gained that could be used to evaluate and strengthen the program. The additional data on unexpected impacts enabled the identification of additional ways that the program was valued (based on the unexpected positive impacts) while at the same time suggesting ways in which the program could be improved (by addressing the unexpected negative impacts). The latter included suggestions for better security at the screening sites and on the paths to the screenings, and increased attention to issues of conflict. Other suggestions included further investigation of the image of the implementing organization among the refugees, in order to to try to improve it and thereby improve local cooperation.
